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ABSTRACT ' . ' "
- Formed by the Connecticut legisXature:-to mon1tor the

state's educational aid plan, the Educational Equity Study Committee
' in this report joins with the state Board of Education’ in-
recommending amendments to Connectigut's 1979 school finance reform
law, involving changes in the state's Minimum Expenditure Requ1rement
(MER) plan and Guaranteed Tax Base (GTB) equalization formula. The
first section briefly discusses the background to the report,
including the adoption of the current system of state. aid and the
establishment of . the Study Committee. The second section. addresses
the use of the GTB formula, nonformula impacts on state aid, needed
updates in data used in the formula, the. 1mpact of the 1979 reforms,
and the reasons for the recommended clianges in'the GTB formula. The
’state's MER plan is examined in the third sect1pn, which analyzes how
MER is calculated, its’ impact,.methods of ensuring comp11ance with .
MER, and reasons for: recgmmend1ng MER changes. The two final sections
.present the Study Committee's future'goals and sumhmarize relevant
events in the 1981 state legislature. Four appendices provide a
glossary, a Summary of a 1980 Study Committee public meeting, «
minority reports from committee members- and data on 1979-82 GTB
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& ’I’radmonatly Connecticut relied heavily on local property taxes to finance public edu-

-

. N , e L A

Y . INTRODUCTION "
' 4
Connecticut, ‘like most. states, has. been struggling with the problem of prowdmg equ1ty in
education for a number of years. The basic goals are easy to express but mpre difficult to”
achieve: to prov1de an equal opportunity to quality educational programs and services for all
of the state’s pubhc school students and’to ensure: that the taxes used to finance education °
are raised in a fan' and eqmtable manner.

- -
Ly

cation. In 1977 the Cormect1 ut Supreme Court, in Hortoh v. Meskill, found that this heavy
reliance on local propetty taxes violated prdvisions, ;of the State Cbnstltuhon since the tax
rates and ;,esoug:es avdilable to support educational pgograms varied w1dely from town to
town. Since public education is the responsibity 'of the state, the state must ensuré that al
students have ah equal opportunity to feceive a suitable program of educational expenences,

the COU.It found. . o \ R ’.Q ’ '¢

"In response to the Court decmon the State Board of Educatlon establistred the broadly
representative School Finance. Advisory Panel. After 18 months of intensive study, the Panel”
presented a series of recommendatxons for major school finance and educational équity re-
ferms These rgcommendations formed the basis for Public.Aet 79- 128 “An Act Concerning -~
Equahzatxon of Educational Fmancmg and Eqaity in Educational Opportumty,” which was
- adopted by the General Amsembly in 1979, :

4 .

The' reforms embodJed in state 1aw represent a mbjor step forward in provxdmg equitysin
education, However, the task is not completed. The equity and equahzatlon program is'dy-
namic, and therefore must be-monitored on an on-going basis ‘to ensure that the intent of °
pdlicy is being reahzed in ‘public school classrooms across the state>Such monitoring is par-

. ticularly essential since the school finance aid program will distribute over $300 million to

local communities in ‘the ¢o ifg year The program is by far the'state’s major axd program
to cities and towns, -

Further, Connectittt’s Guaranteed Tax Base (GTB) formula is based on a number of
factors which are c’o;fstantly being updated. As cenditions.within the state change, constant

monitoring and analysis are necessary to .ensure that the three major factors in the formula,

" reflecting local wealth, e,ffort and need, remain in balance. The state’s per pypil minimum

spending program also /eeds constant morutonng to ensure that the goal of providing equal
opportunity for students will be met. '
- & \ D ST 0 ) . '
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. It was for these'reasons that the Géneral Assembly and the State Board of Educanon
formed the EducationalgZquity Study Committee in June 1980 and ¢harged it with a further -~
analysis of thesstate’s educational aid plan. After six months’ _of very thorough and careful
study, tie 17- member committee has developed a ni¥mber of recommendanons designed. to
improve Connectxcut s school finding equalization program.

5 {

. These recommendatjons have been studied, amended and adopted by the State Board of
Educamon. The combmed recommendations of the Equlty Committee and the State Board
are before the 1981 session of the General Assembly for review and possible actxon

The Equity Conmﬁttee and the State Board vnll cohtinue to momﬁbr the state’s school
-finance program, regomng to the General Assembly and the pubhc aSﬁecessary
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©. - . " .. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS - *

. :
The Educational Equity Study Committee and%e State Board.af Educatlon recommégd
to the General Assembly that the provisions of Public Act 79-128 which established a
thmum Expendxtm‘e Requirement (MER) for local school districts be amended as follows:

v to the per pupil expenditure 8f thd 75th percentile town two years prior.

A

1) . Increase the state m1mmum expen%mure level from the state median pupil expenditure

2) Increase the additional spending requxrement for economlcally disadvantaged students’
. C from one-quarter to one-half of fhe minimum. o

\ 3) Include’expenditures for eqmpment in the definition of current operating éxper;ditures

P
The Committee and the State Board fhirther recommend that the provisions of Public Act

r 79-128 which establish the Guaranteed Tax Base (GTB) Equahzanon formula be amended
as follows

-

. ” 1) Change the state’s guaranteed wealth level from the standard of the'ninth wealthiest
" .town tg a statistical measure: mean town wealth plus two standard deviations.

o ¥ bt

2) Include expenditures for equipment in the definition of lc;cal tax dollars for education. '

3) Phase out the minimum grant provision over a three-year period in equal steps,
begmmng in ﬁscal year 1981-82
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Funding Public Education . B ) ,

The%rd “fair” represent\s‘?'éy concept when discussing the funding of public education.
Connecticut, like many other states, has found it difficult to develop a funding plan which is '
fai¥ to both students and taxpayers. .
k] -y
<“The underlying cause of these inequities for students and taxpayers has been’the state’s
heavy reliance on the local property tax to support public education. In the past, there have
been inequities for stydents because of the state’s willingness to accept a relationship between ¢ A
a local community's wealth and the educational program which {t offers to students.
“\
With local propeyty tax dollars providing 60.4 percent of the billion-dollar-plus cost of -
education-in.Connecticut in 1980-81 (state and federal ‘dollars pay 33.2 percent and 6.4
percent, respectively), even asa school finence reform plan is being iniplemented, the support »
of public' education across the state remains quite uneven. Towne with high property wealth 4
are still better able to spénd a large amount o1l education at lower shan average tax rates, ™ ¢
while towns with low property wealth usually spend less on education despite higher than +
average tax rates. - ' ' L . . -« ( -~
But Connecticut does have a plan to correct these inequities — a plan embodied in Public
Act 79-128, adopted by the state General Assembly in 1979. Enactment pf this sigx;?oﬂnt
reform legislation placed Connecticut in the forefront of states dealing with the problems of
school funding inequiies in creative and effective-ways.
Much of the impetus for reform came from the courts —ina landm’ark 1971 decision in
California (Serrano v. Priest) and, in Connecticut, in the historic Horton v. Me3hill case.
o~ -~ g &
Horton v, Meskill . . h . ' - AN {
. , ¢ 3 .
In Connecticut, parents of children in tﬁ'e,Canton schools §uccessfully challenged the state
system of financing public schools. On December 26, 1974, the Connecticut Superior Court .
declared that the state system of funding public schools violated the equal rights and protec- \
tion provisiens (Article I, Sections 1 and 20) and the education provision™(Article VIII,
Section 1) of the State Constitution. That decision uphéld by the Conneeticut Supreme
Court on Apfil 19, 1977. v

~ - . Y .\

v




Factual Conclusions. The thrust of the bourt’s factual conclusions is based on the in-
equalify in educational opportunities among towns, not.on the absolute level of education
atforded students in any town. The Court found that th® Connecticut system of financing

public schools resulted in relatively high educational expengditures with'a lower than average -
tax effort in property-wealthy towns, and relatively low edua%:: expenditures with a

higher than average tax effort in property-poer towns. These variations in money available
10 towns resulted, the Court decided, in variations in the “‘breadth and quality of educational
programs” 4r in variations in “educational oppaytunity.” . !
§ . - o

The Court further. found that state aid did not comlqnsate for the vanations in the
revenue-raising ability of the towns. The flat grant compared to other state distribution
systems ‘‘has the least equalizing effect on local financjal abilities,” the Court declared, while
special education aid actually provided more funds to towns which cowld afford to spend
more local funds on Special education and which were' in’turn “‘better eqyupped to ideritify
spe%ial education problems and better staffed tq apply for funds.” /

sponsibility for {inanc-
g state support-is not ‘‘ap-

The Court declared that legislation which delegates the primary
ing public schools to towns and provides no §ignificant equalizi
propriate legiélqnion” to implement the requirement tha
equal educationgl opportunity to its youth inits free public elementary and secondary
schools. . m R .

. - (S

Educatfon: 4 State Duty. The Connecticut Constitution specifically provides that:.*“There

shall always be free public elementary and secondary schools in the State. The*General As-

sembly shall implement this principle by appropriate legislations’ {Article V/Iﬂ'z Section'l).

This explicit provision for education irr Connecticut gives the state the primary responsibility .

for providing education. Delegating«imat duty to local school distncts, the-Court found, does
not relieve the state of its primary responsibility. - ‘

Education: A Fundamental Interest. Basic to the decision'that the Connecticut system of
financing public education violated the eqhal protection clause of the State’ Constitution
was the Court’s,detetmination that education is a ““fundamental right” under the State Con-
stitution so that pupils are entitled to equal enjoyment of that right.-Unless justified by a
“compelling state interest,” legislatioh which impinges on this-fundamental right must be
struck-down. The interest of the state in the'l'éc‘aﬁ:ontrolvof education was shown not to be
compelling because, the Court said, the state could deve’lop"a financing system which ef-
fectuated the local control objective an Which equalized the abilities of the towns to finance
educatidn, * oy e . ’ . ! . '

- e ’

The Connecticut decision, like most other state decisions, does not require or suggest any

one solution to the problem. It simply declares the present system of funding public educa-

tion unconstitutional. In addition, the decision ‘explicitly declares that ‘“the propérty tax is
still a viable means of produ¢ing income for education” and explicitly permits many dijf-
ferent ®conomic or educational*factors in addition to the gwealth-related concerns of the
case itself to be included in fjnance reform measures: . L ) ‘

, . RN ' L .

. .
~ . et ‘.

€ state provide a substantially -

)
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. . . .
“Obviously, absolute equality or precisely equal advan A"ges are not required and
. ‘cannot be attained except in the most relative sense. Logically, the state may retognize

dszerences' in educational costs based on relevant economic and educational fgctors and
+  on gourse offerings 6f special interest in diverse communities. None of the basic rnative
. plans to equalize the ability of various towhs to finance education requires that all towns
spend the same amount for the education of ‘each pupil. The very uncertginty of the extent
of then ilus betweendollar inputand quallty of educatzonal‘opportumty requzres allowance
for variances as to mdwzdual and group dlsadvantages and local conditions.”

. The Current F\ﬁid'{g)cjstem in Connecticut ’ | {

Connecticut first introduced a Guaranteed Tax Base (GTB) equalization plan for school aid
" in 1975, even as it continued to provide most state -aid to school districts in the fo;rfi of
a flat grant of $250 per pupil. An equalization contept was, therefore, somewhat familiar
when the State Supreme Court rendered its decxs*on in 1977. It remained for the State Board
»of Edtrcatxon s School Fmance visory Panel to refine that concept in an 18-month study.
mto the school finance refo recommendanons whxch were adppted without substarntive |
* change by the General Assembly. ’- '

hd v

This publication, concerned with presenting the ratxonale for recommended changes to the .

- 1979 law, provideg,explicit detail of the 1979 law’s features in the pages which follow. Addi- .
. tional background information, as well as the complete texti of the equalization law, P.A.

< 79-128; is available from: the Office of Public Information, State Department of Eduecation,

- L P.O. Box 2219, Hartford, CT 06115 (203) 566-5677.,
The Educatlonal Equity Study Committee ‘ ) e
o, ,
f Pursuant td P.A. 80-455, ‘“‘An Act Establishing a Study Committee to Review the State’s
2 Efforts to Ensure Educational Opportunity,”’ the State Board of Education established an

g Egucatxonad Equity Study Committee {‘to review and appraise the state’s effort to ensure
equal educational opportunity in the publié¢ schools.” The State Board’s charge to the Com-
‘mittee was fourfold: 1) to assess the present status of the education reform legislation, 2)
to evaluate the first year impact of the 1979 education reforms, 3) to develop projections of
the future impact of the education finance reforms, and 4) to develop recommendanons as

necessary, for refinements in current education~finance legislation. RN
~ toa ‘.*0On the’Committee, with membership limited by P.A. 80-455 to 17 members, are state
- legislators,” représentatives from the executive branch and public interest groups, and a
‘member at large The Compmittee, cha.u'ed by Lynn Alan Brooks and vice chaired by John
Toffolon, met ten times during its su:-month exist&hée, Also present at several'of the meet-
. _ _ings was Dr. Walter I, Garms, Dean of the Graduate School of Education and Human Develop-
\ . ment at the Universigg of Rochester and a nationally known expert on education’ finance.
‘He served as consultant to the Committee and provided a national overview of education
finance reform. In addition, the Committee was supported in its efforts by the technlcai

‘assxstance of four project staff members

b
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During the course of its inténse and ca.refui*,study, the Committee addressed concerns and
questions which had arisen as a result of the‘school finane legislation. The Committee’s
evaluation process inclyded an analysis of 1) the impact of major environmental factors, -

. such as inflation and declining enrollments, on the ability of loca} school districts o provide
educational services and on the cost of state eddcation aid, 2) the impact of the Minimum
- . Expenditure ‘Requirement dn local spending levels ‘and on reducing the disparities.in per

. pupil expenditures, and 3) the im\pact of the GTB- formula-on reducing tax rate and
. expenditure disparities. p ) . ’ .

.After months of analysis and discus:’:io e Commuttee voted on a set of preliminary
recommendations which“were made availablé for public comment at a public meeting on
) * December 9, 1980. Approximately 40 people attended the meeting held at the Orchard Hill

Junior High School in North Haven. With careful consideration given to the opinions ex-
pressed* at this nieeting, on December 10, the Committee voted ,on a final set of
.. ) recommendations which were presented to the State Board on December 15.

.
. ] - g (S v, '
¥ . . . .
5 s - »
’ V , . . - z
- . .
et T . ¥
4 . ' - 4 » ’ -
. S
. ~
» l
- ¥
N v
- 7 ;
FURIERRSDPNF pov v s r % - &
», ; ' rd ’ .
i < -
~ ' '
* /
. s
-
AN . - .
v .
. . t -~
- -
.
- , ¢ R
4 » * .
.
-3
w
< . -
' 3 N ¢ Y
r o
- B
. t
s . .
) ’ \
-
' d
1 . '
4 -
[ ~ - .
.
M r
A\l . ~ 4 *
2
-
- . .
: o )
. ‘ ‘
»
_ .
o %
’ . . A .
4 D
’ K
v
. ..
) ;) '
A sy, L
. ! '
o
' /\’
¢ .
¢ »
E+} S~ . TN 3 i
. ' N
\ 8
. f /

r



- .

CONNECLLICUT’S Eg(h‘}‘{ON EQUALIZATION FORMULA 'THE GTB ‘

Connectlcut’s 1979 state education aid reforms are intended to equahze each town s ability
to ﬁnance education. The Guaranteed Tax Base (GTB) state aid formula is the major vehicle
for accomphshmg thls. purpose. The GTB aid formula is the state’s largest aid program,
(:hstnbutlng over $276 million (1980-81) in aid to towns.

As noted earlier, Connecticut’s towns vary widely-i their ability to finance education —
in ‘terms.of both the local property tax base used to raise revenues and in terms of personal
income from which taxes are paid. The variation in local property tax Wealth was found by
the Connecticut Supreme Court, in Horton v. Meskill, to-be a major determinant in the
variations in locak spending for education and, by extension, in variations ip the educational
opporturunes available to students. Towns also varied widely in their tax efforts to support
education. Some towns were found to be so poor that they could only prov1de limited
resources for education, even at very high tax rates. Lack of local resources cannot, however,
justify limiting educational opportumty, because the Court held that education is a funda-
mental right and that the state has a responsibility to ensure equal educational opportunity
for all students. The Court found that “Equalizing the ability of the various4owns to finance
education would provide all townis, property- poor and property-rich, with the opportunity
to éxercisg a meaningful choice as to the educatlonal semoes to be offered to students.”

"

The principal task before the Connecticut School Fmance Adwsory Panel in 1977 was to
develop af state education finance program “‘designed to achieve a substantial degree of equity
of educational opportunity and permit all towns to exercise a meaningful choxce as to edu-.
cational semces to be offered to students.” .

|
. The goals of the 1979 sthool ﬁnarrce reform legislation. as developed by the School
Finance Adv1sory Panel and as amended and adopted by the Connecucut General Assembly

can be- deﬁqfd ds follows ' . .
. N - .
1) To provide a substanﬁally equal educatlonal opportumty in terms of programs and
servmes, . .

.

2)/.To decrease the disoarity in expenditures per pupil; and

. . ‘4 [ ’ .
3) To decrease the disparity in s?al}ool tax rates. . .

- The GTB aid program was adopted to provide towns with more neaxly eo*l abilities to
finance education and to reduce the disparity in tax-rates, The aid program “equalizes’ by .
..provxdmg'larger state aid grants to progerty/mcome-poor towns. | .‘




. . ’I'he Guarinteed ‘Tax Base Formula +
0‘ ‘ D
- The concept underlying the GTB formula is fairly simple: that the state w1ll prov1 10
e toWns, in state aid, the diffgrence between what the town can raise|from its'dwn reso\fces
.and what the town could have raised if it had the state guaranteed wealth level. Four, factors
are used to calcalate GTH aid to each town: . o . .=

W

1) Stat® guaranteed wealth level

" 2) Town wealth base - »

.

.3) Town school tax rate, and ) . . : '

. ‘e
v L 4) Town student need count.: '
Q

Figure 1 on page 11 shows the current GTB formula. Followmg is a ‘description of each
factor in the formula, _ . )

" State Gu&rcmteed Wealth Level Current sl:ate law des1g;1ates the wealth of the ninth ,
‘ wedlthlest town (see description of town wealth below) as the state guaranteed wealth level. .
The use of the ninth wealth1est town as the sta.ndard for the state guaranteed wealth level .

i means that: -

k4 °

¢ ¢« 1) “Ninty-five percent of the towns in fthe ‘state participate in the did program, and

2) “The ngact of the eco'nomy on property tax .wealth and personal income xs reﬂected .
in the state guaranteed wealth level. -

. In sdme other states usinga guaranteed tax base formula the guaranteed wealth level is
set“as a dollar figure in state law and remains thie same un4il changed by action of the state
s “legislature. The guaranteed wealth level may consequently become outdated as economic
factors affect the wealth of the tqwns in the state. Connecticut chose to use the standard of
the wealth of a high-wealth town so that changes in the wealth of the state would be reflected
in the formula. The wealth of each town-and the state guaranteed wealth level are recalculated
each year. . y
N ~ Wealth: Adjusted Equalized Net Grand’ List per Capita (AENGLC). Wealth or “ability to
pay” for public education is defined as a combmahon of a town’s property wealth and its,
income wealth. . f/ . ,
. ' Local taxable properl:y wealth is' defined as each town’s Net-Grand List gVequahzed" to
100 percent of fair marKet value and is called the “Equalized Net Grand List.” (See glossary
for a description of the procedure used to calculate Equahzed Net Grand List.) EN

Income wealth is defined as per capita income. Each town’s Equalized Net Grand List
(ENGL) is adjusted or income by multiplying it by the town’s income adjustment facto .
(the town’s income xSer person divided by the income per person of the highest income-wealth
* town). The resultmg figure is known as the “Ad]usted Equalxzed Net Grand List” (AENGL) v

Each town’s AEVGL is finally divided by the town’s populatlon resulting in the “Ad]usted .
\ Equalized 1\Iet Grand List Per Caplta” (AEN GLC) AN . *.
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, figufg 1 . R
v, L Guaranteed Tax Base Formula L s . A -
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Each town’s wealth' (AEN GLC) is recalculated'each year using the latest available.data.
The goal of these annual calculations is to provide the best possible data to fairly compare-. .
» the wealth — that is, the “ability toapay” for public education — of all the state’s 169 towns
and cities. ' ST o
¢ » ; : s -
Figure 2 illustrates a sample calculation of the AENGLC.,

» , ' [N

. Figure2 ° v
. . Sample Calculation of N ) ’ _/
e - Adjusted Equalized Net Grand List Per Capita (AENGLC) ‘. . i
. _ , Town A Equalized Net Grand List = $30,000,000
. » ’ . }
. Population, =,1,000
< Per Capita Incofne , = §7,300 - ' . . -
T, Highest Town Per Capita Income = $14600* « L
. s R : . 128
- (4
i Equalized Net Per Capita '
& -1 Grand“List, Income , ..
T x = AENGLC ) .
POpula.tionA Highest Town «
' ~ Per Capita
£ ’ M - .
Ificome . ‘
‘m ) C » v 4
$30,000,000 87,300 o S
L3 : X - = 525)000 . . o N .
1,000 * . $14600. L. \ﬁ*gs .
. ] N B -
’S'ample only..Actual 1977 highest town per caaita igcome ° \ )
* % {U.S. Census estimates) was $14,632. - ) . \
). , Connecticut’s deffx}itio?x of wealth is unique in twd ways. First, Connecticut uses equalized .
" property tax base per capita. The traditional measure of wealth is equalized, property tax base
per pupil or per weighted pupil. The use of equalized property<¢ax base per capita (per person) _
provides some recognition- of the impact of total community’size and service needs on a s
W town’s ability to pay. Older'communities and urban areas are helped by this factor. Second, ;
Connéctiqut adjus%ac_h towi’s équalized property. tax hase per cagita by a measure of in-
come — the U.S. Census Bureau estimates of per capita personal inCome. This adjustment ox
« recognizes personal income ag a factor in the ability to pay for schools. Income-poor com- v
munitie§ are helped by this faftor. i -
- . ; Schoo{ Tax Rate (STXR). Local school boards in Connecticut do not have taxing authority; - =
e a “‘school tax rate” (STXR) is not 'identified in town and city budggts. But itfs nohetheless
possible to determine the extent of local tax effort in supporting education. ° e

The school tax rate is calg:ul;fted by dividing each town’s Net Current Local Education
.+ Expenditures by its AENGL wealth. Net Current Local Educition Expenditures are that
~ share of current education expenditures supported by local taxes, The figure excludes ex-

<
»
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-~




. N N g
¥ * N,
- . .
. . ..
. S
N

4
ot N
,

N -
7

penditures for equipment, capital outlay and debt sgrvice. Unlike some school finance é‘qugl-
ization aid formulas i other states, Connecticut’s GTB aid program does nqt require any
specific school tax rate. Towns are free to set their own tax rates. The program, however, re- #

. wards local tax effort by paying a larger state grant to 2 town with a higher school tax rate )
~ if all other factors are the same. T3,

- .
. toeell, - v
. R

The use of an income-adjusted property tax base to -calculate school tax rates refletts,
hgam the concept that “abxhty ‘to pay’’ depends both on local tax base and personal i income.

Student Need. Student need ip the GTB aid formula is the sum of two figures: the number
of resident students enrolled n the schools plus one-half the number of resident children,
"ages five to 18, from families recemng Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
The use of the AFDC factor reflects the extra costs associated with the education of the
economically disadvantaged. It provides additjonal revenue to towns where there is a con-
centration of such children. ° e

Sample Calculation of GTB Formula Aid

N ’

GTB formula aid to a town will vary depending: 1) oh the wealth of that town compared

to the state guaranteed wealth level; 2) the town’s school tax rate; and 3) the town’s-student

need. Two towns with equal school tax rates and equal student need will not necessarily be

entitled to the same GTB aid. The town with lower "‘wealth” will be entitled to more aid.

Similarly, if two to have equal “wealth” and equal ‘“‘need” the town with the higher
. school tax rate will e entitled to more aid. ‘ el

Figure 3 giyks a samples calculation of the GTB formula.
.\ Figure 3
_Sample Calculation .
The GTB Grant ‘ '

.o N
)

Town A = Sample Town
, Town G = Guaranteed Wealith (9th wealthiest town) . )

For Town A in the'example below: -
, , Adjusted Equalized Net Grand List Per Capita (AENGLC) = $15,000
- S . Adjusted School Tax Rate (STXR) = 20 mills
. .. -125 students; 50 of these students are economically disadvantaged
{ . Thus, total student need count = 12§ + .5 (50) = 150
- Assume for purposes of this example that the guaranteed fevel of wealth isJS3O,OOQ (Town G)

(AENGLC;, - AENGLC) (STXR.) (Student Need$ = Total grant to Town A
- T8tal Grant = ($30,000 —_$15,000) (.020).(150) = $45,000
Per Pupil Grant™= (845,000 + 125) = $360

—~r

-

Nonformula Factors Impdcting Education Grants to Towns .
. In addition to changes in the GTB formula factors, therg‘are four other factors that affect
. grants to towns each Year. ) v

)

[y . v N
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=
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. 1) vgtm‘mum Grant. A minimum grant provisqon in the legislation governing aid to towns
provides that all towns, regardless of wealth, will receive at least $250 per pupil as general
aid to education. Towns that are members of K-12 regional school districts are entitled to a
minimum grang of $275 per pupil. Towns entitled to less than $250 per pupil under the GTB
" aid formula receive the difference between their GTB entitlement and $250 per pupil as
" minimum aid. Towns in K-12 regionat school districts receive the difference between the
GTB entitlement plus their K-12 regional school district bonus grant (see below) and $275
per pupil -as minimum aid. This minimum aid prowsxon adds between $10'and $13_m11hon
“to the cost of the program from year to year. .
\ .

2) Maxzmum Grant. A maximum grant provision in the legislation provxdes thdt no ¢ wq,
will receive a general aid to education _grant that is larger than its minimum .expendi
requirement (see section on MER). No’ tqwn s grant has thus far been constrained by thls ,
provision. o .

3) Bonus C—rants to Towns in K-12 Regional Sghool Districts. As part of an on-going
state policy of encouraging small schoal districts to consolidate to form regional school dis-
tricts to provide services more efficiently to students, the law provides a bonts grant of 25
per pupil to towns in K-12 regional school districts. This grant program ptrovides bet
$400,000 and $500, 000 i in additional aid td quahfymg towns.

vae—year Phase-in of the GTB Aid Program - ’ )

§,tate E\w specifies that the GTB aid ;Srogra&m be xmplement?g over a five-year period be-
ginning with fiscal year 1979-80. Each year aid entitlements towns are calculated based
on the GTB formula, the K-12 bonus aid program and the munmum/maxrmum grant pro-
visions. The sum %f the towns’ aid entitlements’ls defined as the fully funded cost-of the
program Each year of the phase-in period, the state is requu:ed to appropriate’ mmcreasmg
percentage of the fully funded cost of the program
« \ .
The schedule of state ﬁmdmg percentages is as follows : % v,

* -First year ( 1979-6’0) ot less than 56 percent of the t{llly funded %’y&t )

° Seg:ond year (1980-81): not leds than 67 percent of the _fully funded cost,
¢ Third year (1981-82): not lesg than 78 percgnt of the fully funded cost,
" * Fourth year' (1982-83): not less than 89 percent of the fully funded cost,

o Fifth year (1983-84) and thereafter: 100 percent of the fully funda‘\cost.

‘ >

The purpose of the ﬁve~year phase-in penod is to allow towns to adjust their spendmg '
and taxing policies in a planned, orderly, and efficient manner. 5
- ¢

During the phase-in period, grants ‘to towns are based on 1) the, prevxous year’s aid per
pupil, and 2) a percentage of the difference between the town’s fully funded grant entitle-
ment -per pupil anid the previous year’s aid per pupil. The percentige of the difference used
to calculate grants is based an the amount of new state.aid appropriated. In ,1979—8 the
percentage of the difference was approximately 15 percent; in 1980-81, approximately 32,
percent.-The percentage of the dlﬁerence should increase yearly until the progmm,xs fully
funded in 1983-84. 2 / ) ,

-
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A sample cafculat}on of the phasngn GTB Aid for Town A is shown in Figure 4. . .
L ( L Figured  ~ -~
L . S0 . . sample Calculation < ’ ‘ .
' - + """ Town A Phased-in-GTB Aid ' o
* Phasedin - GTB Aid [Fully Funded ~ GTB Aid Percentof
GTBAid . PerPupil o GTB Aid -, " Per Pupil Difference
Per Pupil = Town Afor: + Per Pupil "+ Town A for X, Based On
Town A. Yeary < 1. Town A Yeary — 1 State Funding '
for Year y oL for Yeary q - Level
: e = p . s for Year y '
to Total GTB Aid * Phased-in - ' Students .
o . TownA @ = GTBAd % TownA ’ '
’ T for Yeary ‘ Per Pupil for Yeary — 2
. Town A ' )
for Year y .
L 3 . »
. * Town A Fully Funded GTB Aid Per Pupil for Yeary = $360 )
. Town A GTB Aid Per Pupil, Yeary — 1 = $300 o !
Percentage of the Difference for Yeary -= 32%
el Town A Students Yeary — 2 = 1000 ~ .
* Phased-In GTB aid Téwn A for Yeary = $300 '+ [(S360 —$300) x (32)] = §319 ,
Total Town A for Yeary = $319 X_1000 = $319,000
L . . o,
) . L . T,
. ’ . ‘ e
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Updating the Data USd in the GTBFormula L

3

~

-

. In order to’ensure that the GTB aid program “continues to reflect town wealtki scbool tax
rates, student need and any changes in these factors over time,’the data used‘in'the formula.
are.updated annua.lly Table 1 which follows lists the source and date of each fqrmula factor.

4

data Bass

Equalized Net Grand List

” .

Population

Co .
') -
Per Capita income .

L] &

Yy
Net Current Local
Educational Expenditures

L
Students

AFDC Children- -

L
F] 2

o

Table 1 /

Data Base

Legal Requirement ’ -
The equalized tax base upon ~
which taxes were levied in the.
fiscal year two years prior
to the grant year, calculated by
O.P.M. -

B

-

The most recent U.S.
Census estimates
availabie on Janauary 1
of the year preceding
the grant year

The most recent U.S.
Census estimates

.- available on January 1

of the year preceding
the grant year

s
Expenditqres in the
fiscal year two years
prior to the grant year

Students in aver;ge
daily membership two,
years prior to grant year .
Children from families receiving
Aid to Families with Dependent
Chiidren, five to 18 years of age
two years prior to g}ant year

.

e /

P

<%
M

. Al
‘Data used for

1980-81 Grants

»

October 1977

1976 .

1978-79 ) '
e
1978-79 '

1978.79

An annual variation in entitlements to towns, and in the total cost of the program to the

state, results from this annual updating of the data used in the formula.
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LI ‘ t . - o
Aid to”towns and the total'cost of the program to the state is the result of the
interaction of all the factors used in the formula, the net results of the changes in
each formula factor and the interaction of the factors u\\

' . @

Given the above Important caveat the impact of change in each formula factor can be
descnbed

~

N 2 G 1 .
Increases in E‘qualtzed' Net Gpand Lists (ENGL) affect the grant only™if these increases
<gause the wealth gap between the state guaranteed wealth and the wealth in most ot;her
towns to increase §f decrease. The portant factor is not the absolute size of ENGLs b but
the gap between the state guarantgﬁ wealth and town, wealth (AENGLC) As this wealth
gap jncreases the cast of equalizing wealth increases.

Changes in population and per capita income'also affect the gra:nt only if these changes
"cause changes in relative town wealth. As noted above the critical factor is the gap between

the stat,e guaranteed wealth level and town wealth. e
Changes in Net Current Local Educational Expendztures (NCLE) affect the cost of the
t through the school tax rate. Increases in NCLEs will increase a school tax rate only if
El'?nmcrease in NCLE is greater than the increase in the town'’s tax base. If a town’s tax base
increases faster than local expenditures, then its school tax rate- will decline (even’if absolute
local tax-dollars increase). As school tax rates increase the cost of equalizing increases and
conversely-as school tax rates decline the cost of equalizing declines.
Changes in Student (ADM) counts and AFDC counts affect the amount of the grants
directly. A5 these counts decline the cost of equalizing declines; if they increase, the cost of
equahzmg will increase. v . -

-

Impact of the GTB Aid Program in1979-80 &@

Flscal year 1979-80 was the first year of the phase-in of the new GTB a1d program. The
school finance reform legislation was adopted by the General Assembly in the spring of
1979 and signed into law by Governor Grasgo on April 26, 1979. Under the phase-in pro-
visions of the law, $220 million was appropriated for fiscal year 1979-80 (56 percent of a
fully funded cost of $393 million). The $220 million in aid represented an increase of ap-
proxlmately $30 million over the 1978-79 level of general educanon aid, or a'15 percent
increase. ‘ & . - . '

Based on expenditure reports from school districts ft appears that thé new school finance
program had a small but encouraging impact on_ taxfates in 1979-80. ;t’appears, from pre-
liminary data, that the disparity in school tax rates (the gap between high-taxing and low-
taxing towns) has tecreased slightly. Preliminary data show a general decline in school tax
rates. This is in part due to ,increases in towns’ property tax bases (Equalized Net Grand
"Lists) that average 18 5 percent .

~
5
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, / Rfcommended Changésmthe GTB Formula ° Q > T e

. T ’ L '}fﬁ\,/
~ . ¢ The Educational Equity Study Committee developed and the State Board of Education .
adoptethhe following recommendatx:ms for revisions in the GTB formula ’ T =

.+1) Change the state sguaranteed wealth level from that of the nmth wealthiest town toa -
stat:stzcal measure: mean town wealth plus two standard deviations.
]

The purpose of this revision is to move from a state gu}ranteed wealth level based on the
unique wealth of a given town Yo a measure that reflects approxunately the same level of
guarantee, i.e., greater than the “wealth of 95 percent of the towns in the state, and reflects
the total variation in wealth in the state. .

3
’

Analysis of the state guaranteed wealth level aver }1me showed that 1) grants to towns
and the cost of the\program were significansly-affected by the wealth'level of the ninth
%n althiest town and 2) that the wealth of this town (ninth wealthiest) could vary signifi-
tly while remaining the ninth wealthiest town. Simulations for fiscal year 1980-81
showed that the fully funded cost of the program could have varied by $68 million based
! on changes in the wealth of the ninth wealthiest town.
Létely the same state

~

The recommended new guaranteed wealth level represents approx
commitment in that the guarantee level is greater than the wealth of 95 percent of the towns
. in the state. The use of a statistical measure that includes the standard deviation in wealth
means that the guaranteed level will reflect the total variation in wealth in the state.

S~
. »

. ? '
2) Including expenditures for equipment in the definition of school tax rate. -
Tnicluding expendmu'&s for equipment in the definition of school tax rate will, for the
first time, prov1de state_support for the purchase of equ1pment from regular operating

funds. - .
2. PR N i
j?) Phase out the mmxmum grant provision over a three -year period in equal steps, -

«  beginning in fiscal year 1 981-82,
The State Botrd of Edudation recommends that the minimum grant be phased out so that
no town receives more than its full equalization aid entitlement by 1983-84. Elimination of -
this minimum grant provision will make the GTB aid program more equalizing — it will
reduce state aid to the wealthzer communities. y

~ -
-~ \




" . munities which had the local resources but did not choose to expand or j

- n N -

C’ONNEC'I‘ICUT’f MINIMUM EDUCATIONAL SPENDING PLAN
N ‘ . .

\
The Minimum Expenditure Reqmrement

\

s As part.of its 1979 educatlonal reform leglslatlon the Connectlcut General Assembly re-
" "« vised its definition of the ‘“educational interests of the state” to include “that each school

district shall finance (it§ program) at a reasonable level at least equal to the Minimum Ex-
penditure Requirement (MER).” r. to the enactment of Public Act ‘79- 128 “An Act
Concemmg Equalization of Educan Financing and Equity in Educational Opportunity,”
" local communities had wide discretion in their use of educational equalization funds. THe
possibility of using all of these funds for property tax relief or other municipal expenditures,
with no benefits accruing to education, became clear and resulted in a provision for more
careful monitoring of the use of state education funds. . \

The MER is intended, according to the law, to provide “‘a substantial degree of equality

of educdtional opportunity” in terms of expendltures per pupil. It seeks to ensure that a

substantial amount of state equalization fungls is used on the local levél to support educa-

< -tional programs.-As a consequence, communities short on local resources are provided the .
funds they need to broaden their programs and increase educational opp nities. Com-

ﬁi‘ove existing

programs are now motivated to do so by legislative'mandate. The state’s interest in preserv-

ing and protecting each child’s right to a “‘substantially equal educational opportunity” has,

to a certain extent, superseded the discretion of local communities in.setting their educa-

" ~tional buﬁ'é'ets Communities, however, may override their» Minimum Expenditufe
Requzrement and spend more than they 4re reqmred $o by law.

*

One measure of the effectlveness of the MER program on reducing the dlspanty among
towns in per-pupil expenditures is its *:t on the ratio of the net current expenditure per
pupil of the 96th percentile town to that of the fifthWsercentile town. In 1978-79, the year
prior to impiementation of the MER program, the per-pupil expenditure in the 95th percen-
tile town was 1.82 times greater than e per-pupil expenditure in-the fifth percentile town.
That ratio dropped to 1.69 in 1979-80, the first year of the MER program.

The MER 18 being phased in over a flve-year penod Had it been “fully unplemented in
1979-80; the ratio of per pupil spendmg in the state’s 95th percentile town compared to the
" fifth percentile town would have been 1.53:1. That represents al6 percent reduction in
spendmg disparity over the 1978-79 figure. -




- .
“Caleulation of the MER
¢ - ’ &
Minimum State Minimum * Student Needs \ ; -
Expenditure = Expenditure --x Weighting Factor ’
' Requirement Level Town A | «
ry . Towg A BN L . j !

‘

diture level and the town’s student needs weighting factor (see below). o

-

" The calculation of a town’s MER is dependent on two factors: the state minimum expen-

’ P .

. State Minimum Expenditure Level. The determination of the state minimum expenditure
level is calculated by ranking the net current expenditure per pupil (NCEP) of the 169 towns
in sequential order from’lowest to highest. Each town’s Average Daily Membership (ADM) is
listed next to its NCEP. The.median pupil®— the pupil who falls halfway ir¥ the total state
student count — is found and the NCEP corresponding to the town where that student resides
"becomes the state minimum expenditure level for Year y. Due to auditing and data collec-
tion constraints, the information ysed for determinatjon of the state minimum expenditure
level is*from the Year y — 2 (two years prior to the year for which the calculation is being ° -
T~ adé): ' - - '
Student NMeighting Factor (SNWF). Each town’s weighting factor is determined
from its Average ‘Daily Membership (ADM) and Aid to Families with Dependent Children,
(AFDC). This data is also from Year y — 2. Towns with larger concentrations of AFDC

’

children- will have comparatively larger numbers.

PN
> - ; Student Needs Weighting Factor
S ’ T Average ; . : .
Student Needs Daily Membership ~+ | ARDC Children x 25| * ‘ ’
Weighting Factor = for Town’A for Town A .
- for Town A : . - %

‘ « Average Daily Membership of Town A

The state minimum expenditure level is mdltiplied by the town’s SNWF to obtain the
fully implemented Minimum Expenditure Requirement. A sample calculation of the fully
e implemented MER for Town Afis shown in Figure 5. R &

-~ ‘

’ - e e
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. . . . . ’
. & . Figure 5 - v

. . . Sample Calculation . ' ) )
' . ‘ Minimum Expenditure Requirement ' >
N & State Minimum Expenditure, '
T Level (based on 1978-79 datg) = $1,851
- £ 12 . *
f S Téwn A 1978-79 'ADM = 1000 . A - ,
. . . Town A 1978-79 AFDC = 100 e .
: ' Student Needs
Welghtmg Factor !‘ADM + .25 AFDC = .1000 + .25 (100) = 1.025
) Town A ~ ADM . 1000 :
Minimum Expenditure Reqguirement for Town A = $1,851 x 1.025 = $1,897
- [ R s <™
Phase-in of the Minimum Expenditure' Requirement ’ -

The Minimum Expenditure Requirement is being phased in over a fiveyear period, 1979-80

to 1983-84, to 1) allow currently low-spending towns time to plan and implement the

expenditure increases.necessary to meet a fully. implemented Minimum Expenditure
. Requirement, and ‘2) coordinate with the phase-in of the state Educatjon Equalization Grants.

.

Each year a fully 1mplemented'\/hmmum Expenditure Requirément (as calc'ulated in

Flgure 5) will be established for each,town During the phase-in period, towns will be required ) e
to move progressively closer to their fully implemented MER and:in 1983-84 it is expected )
= that all towns will be required to meet their fully implemented’ expenditure reqm.rement
v - ’I'he method for calculation of the MER during the phase-in period follows.
Caicylation of the MER During the Phase-in Penod
. . @£ | -
Phased-in - Net Current Fully Net Current Percentage of
R Minimum Education - Implemente®  Education the Difference . -
E Expenditure = Expenditures + ?Minimum — Expenditures | x Used in Education
Requirement Per Pupil for h Expenditure Per Pupil Eqyalization .
. Town A’for Tov’m A for Requirement * TowrA for Grants Phase-in .
P Yeary ' Yeary — 2 TownAfor  Yeary-—2 for Yeary
& ; - o M - Yeary

e - o
= -,

. Phased-in Minimum Expenditure Requirement Toun A for Year y is the amount towns
will be requn‘ed to spend per pupil in the budget Year y, the year for which the calculatjon
is being made. * -

' ) ’ i
& Net Current Educatzon Expendxtures Per Pupil Toun A for Yeary — 2 is the town’s Net -
Current Education Expenditure Level in the second previous year, Year y — 2 (the most
current data available) . (
Fully Implemented Minimum’ Expendzture Requxrement Toun A for Yeary is the town s/J N
~ fully xmplemented minimum for Year y as calculated above. i
» ) ) . A : ‘
4 ) l ?
e o 21 DU —
, Xr . Y ’ o
4 oy
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. .
Percentage of the Difference Used in Education Equalization Grants, Phase-in for Year y
is the percentége used to calculate aid increases to towns during the phase-in of the Educa-
tion Equalization Grants. The figure was approxnnately 15 percent for 1979-80, approxi-
mately 32 percent in 1980-81 and will progressively increase to 160 percent in 1983.84. .

1

A sample calculauon of the phased-m MER for Town A is shown in Fxgure 6.

F:gure 6 . - - ‘ﬂ.\
Sampie Calculation ‘
». Town A Phased-in Minimum Expenditure Requirement .

3
-

Town A Net Current Education Expenditures for Yeary —2 = $1,597

Town A Fully Implemented Minimum Expenditure Requirement for Yeary = 31,897 .
) * Percentage of the Difference for Yeary = 32% “
&7~ - b -
< Phased-in fMifiimum - . )
. Expenditure = $1,597 + [($1,897 - $1,597) x -32] = $1,693

Town A for Year y
¥

Alternative Minimum- Expen_diture Réqm'rement

N
3

In order to ensure that no property/mcome-poor town with a high school tax rate would
be required to increase local taxes to meet its Minimum Expenditure Requirément, the
General Assembly provided dn altemp.tlve Minimum Expenditure Requirement. This Alter-
native Minimum Expenditure Requirement can be used only by those towns which are at

or below the median (85th town) zwalth (Adjusted Equalized Net Grand List Per @ptta) B
and at or above the median (85th town) in school tax rate.

Ntamatwe Minimum Expenditure Requirement

>

" . Net Current " [General State .- General State
Alternative Minimum Education . '[Education Aid - ' Education Aid |
Expenditure Requirement = Expenditures + [-TownA -  TownA .
Town A for Yeary , Town A . " \for Yeary - for Year y — 1 °
‘ _for Yeary — 1 . .
*c;f_e.: The above calculation is in terms of total dollars. . ' >
Altem&tiy;g' Minimum Expenditure Requirement for Year effect reqmres that all new

state aid be tsed to increase Net Current Education Ex tures

S ®
General <State Education Azd means Education Equahzatlon Aid (and in 1978 79, ADM
_ grants). ,

Net Current Expenditure for Year y — { means  the M’s Net Cwrent Education
Expendaﬁures in the'previous year. . 2 .

¥
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The Minimum Expenditure Requirement: Compliance and Penalties

Compliance Checks by the State ‘Department of Education. P.A. 79-128 requires that each
town spend at legst a minimum gmount (Minimurm Expenditure Requirement) per pupil.
Compliance with this provision of the law is determined by dividing the net current expen-
ditures a local district by the number of students served (the ADM — Average Daily Member-
" ship count).” ‘ ' . '

-Local district compliance with MER is checked in twdeways by the State Department of
Education each year. First, in the fall of each year local districts-are required to report, on a
form supplied by the Depargment, their budget%llocations for the current budget year. In-
cluded is a Net Current Educ‘ation' Expenditures total and a per-pupil total (based on the
estimated ADM). )

<
i )

. Bas‘c\ed on' this information, the Commissioner of Education. reportsito each local district
and the chief executivp officer of each town whether or not it appears that_the town is in
compliance with its-Minimum Expenditure Requirement. If a town does not appear to be in
compliance with its MER, a conference is scheduled with the chief executive officer of the
town and the superintendent of the school district to discuss the potential shortfall and ac-
tions necessary to comply with the MER law.

A second check, based on actual expenditures, is made by the Education Department at
. the close of each fiscal year. This compliance gheck is based on local district fiscal data sup-
plied on the ED001 (End of School Year Report) and the actusl ADM figure as reported on
Pupil Data Reports (ED025). The Department again reports to each local district and the
chief executive officer of each town whether or not the town has complied with the Mini-
mum Expenditure Requirement. If a town has failed to comply, the town amnd/or school dis-
trict may request an administrative conférence and review of all expenditure data.

Eligipility for Education Equalization Aid. P.A. 79-128, Section 3(R) mandates that a town °
spend at leagt its Minimum Expenditure Requirement per pupil to be eligible for state equal-

ization aid. Eligibility for this aid each year will be based on whether or not a town has met
its Minimum Expenditure Requirement in the second previous year — the expenditure year
used to calculate grants. From 1981-82 to 1984-85 the phased-in MER will be used to calcu-
late eligibility. Beginning with 1985-86, the fully implémented MER will be used.

Penalties for Failure to Meet the Minimum Expenditure Requirement. Towns failing to
comply with their Minimum Expenditure Requirement will place their Education Equal-
ization Aid in jeopardy. Since actual [ upil counts are not available until after the close of

“the fiscal year, towns are required tc estimaté the number of pupils to be served when
setting their education budgets. In order not to penalize towns that have made a good
faith 'effort to meet their MER, but .which have underestimated their actual pupil counts,
no penalty will be imposed on a town whose actual Net Current Education Expenditures
in a given year, divided by its October 1 pupil count* from the previous year, equals or
exceeds its Minimum Expenditure Requirement for the year. . ’

¢ Minimum Net Current October 1
- Expenditure Education Pupil .
- Reqﬁ.i.rqment . £ Expenditures <+ Count - °
Town A Town A prn A
for Year y for Yeary for Yeary - 1
*Annusl October 1 statewide count as reported on the ED025 form. ]
23
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Sectjon 10-4a of the Connecticut General sgatutes defines the educational interests of
the state to include that each school district finance its educational programs ‘at a rea-
sonable level at least equal to the Minimum Expenditure Requirement.’ Failure to comply
will subject the town' to the remedial procedures of Sectmn 10-4b and the possibility of
legal action by the State Board of Education. .

. . ’ @ t
1

Recomménded Changes in the hﬁnixh:ﬁ'Expenditur@Requirement

Following its extensive study, the Educational Equlty Study Committee developed and
the State Board of Education adopted recommendations designed to increase the 1mpact of
the MER program on per-pupil expend;tures These recommendations are:

1) Increase the state minimum expendlture level from the state median pupil expendxture
to the per-pupil expenditure of the 75th percentile town (the 42nd highest spending
town). The state median pupil expenditure approximates the per-pupil-expenditure of

» theB5th percentile town (the 59th highest spending town). This charige would increase

. the Minimurh Expenditure Requirement of all towns.

2) - Increase the additional spending requirement for economlcally disadvantaged students’
The. weighting factor for AFDC children in the MER is currently .25; it is recommended
that this be increased to .50. This change would affect only towns serving AFDC
children, with the net effect-of targeting additional funds to support their educational
programs, Further, this change would be consistent with the .50 weighting in the

“need” factor of the GTB' formula. The Student Needs Weighting Factor (SNWF)

would change to: ADM + 5 AFDC. »
ADM

"3) Include expenditures for equipment in the definition of current operating expendi-
tures. This change would allow communities, for the first time, to include such expen-
(ditures in achieving their Minimum Expenditure Requirements.

The impact of these recommended changes t&he MER program in reducing the disparity

in per-pupil expenditures in Connecticut towns will depend to some‘extent,on noneducational

factors. Continued declining student enrollment #bgether with very hlg% rates of inflation
will tend to moderate the effect of an increased MER in some communities,

Further, the fact that the expenditure and student data used in the calculation of a town’s

MER are two years older than data used by a town to shof compliance with its MER reduces
> the state’s ability to adjust a town’s MER for changes in student population fnd to distin-
guish between real and inflated expenditure growth. The recommended changes, if enacted

" by the General Assembly, will ensure that more of the state’s equalization funds are spent

to support educatiohal programs and services, and lessen the disequalizing 1mpact of non-
educational factors.

-

-
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FUTURE POLICY GOALS AND'DIRECTIONS

-

Smc‘.e June 1980 tha Educatlonal Equity Study Committee has examined 2 variety of issues
related to the impact.of state school finance reform on equity and educatlpnal opportunities
for Connecticut’s students. However, since time was limited and data were in some cases
'msufﬁcxent for the purpose of” supplymg the Committee 'with conclusive evidence, several

issues, were left for future examination. As part of its ongoing statutory mandate, the Com-

mittée intends to continue its re lew and assessment of e‘uty reform legislation as new

-
12 e

1)

. issues arise. Specifically, the commxttee i$ preparing to

Examine the feasibility of’ es;ab ing an appea.ls procedure that might allow for
some modification of a town’s MER if an appeal is brougthby a local school board

- to the Commissioner of Educatloni

Y s
‘ Study the 1mpact of stratlficauon of equahzed net grand lists.on the disparity in pro-

pérty tax wealth and on the wealth definition used in the GTB formula, and carry out

- . a review of the prqcedures for calculatmg equalized net grand lists (sales assessment

6)

ratio studies);
" ®

Examme the appropriateness of estabhshmg by statute the state and logcal shares for '

the support of total educatlonal expendztures,

Pursue the provision of a&dlhohameennves for reglonahzed districts, regxonal edu-

" cational service centers, and interdistrict coopera,twe efforts to encourage enhanced

educational opportunities mxsma.ll rural school districts;

< ot

. Examme methods by which changes in the total cpst of the GTB general aid formula

would reflect changes in the tota.L cost of education; and

Examine the 1mpact of sméll catego"lcal grants on equal educational opportunities for
Smdent& , ) ’
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’ T *  EPILOGUE - 1981° LEGISLATION

. The 1981 legislative session Proved to be a most difficult one for Connecticut legislators

gs they struggled to meét the educational needs of the state’s school children in an

nomic and political environment of fiscal uncertainty. The passage of Public Act 81-413,

hich provides for important modifications in: the current:educational equalization legis-

ion (Public Act 79-128), is the direef result of a §ubstannal commitment of time, energy

any resources on the part of the leglslat ;}?.nd staff. The basic goals of promdmg an equal
blic school children and ensuring a fair and

The ch \ges made by Pubhc Act 81-413 are described in-the following sections:

Guaranteed Tax Base (GTB) Grant Formula

A

1) Changes in the GTB fonnula fuctors The following revisions in the GTB formula have
been leglslated ) o

g e,

a. The guaranteed wea.lfhx devel has been changed from the standard of the ninth

wealthiest ‘town to a statistical measure mean town wealth plus two standard devia-

tions (see page 18); and- . - - - ,

) b. Exgendxtures for equipment have been included in the definition of nét _current )

local educatlon expendxtures for use in the school tax rate calculation (see page 18)

» \

2) Capping the GTB formula cost. The G'I‘B state aid formula, which is the state’s’

largest aid program, distributed over $272m in 1980-81. Uncertainty about the future level
of state revenue from tax sources and anticipation of a significant loss of federal funds

caused state legislators, for the first tfme, to “cap” the cost of the GTB grant at $306m
for 1981-82. Though this is a smaller appropriation than would have béen expected under
current law, it represents an addition of over $33m to the 1980-81 appropriation. The
“‘cap” impacts state aid for 1981-82 only. The Yequired state funding levels for 1982-83 and
1983-84 _the final two years of the phase-in period, Were not amended by P.A 81-413.
Y

3) Reducing the memum Grant durmg phase-in period of GTB program. The State
Board of Education’s proposal to phase out the minimum grant was not~adopted Instead
P.A. 81413 promdés a phased-in minimum grant to towns whose fully-funded entitlement

-
- -

-
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fequalization aj~ plué K-12 regional bonus, if any) is less than $250 per pupil (or $275 per

pupil for towns in K-12 regions). These towns will receive a percentage of -therr minimum

' grant during the phase-in period of the GTB pro . At full funding the minimum, grant
_will return to the original $250 (or $275) per'pupil amount (see page 14). The percentage
used for calculation of the phased-in minimum grant will be equal to the ratio of the stite

) GTB grant appropriation to the fully-funded GTB grant program. Towns whose fdlly-funded

entitlement per pupil is larger than the,phased:in minimum grant but smaller than the -

former $250 (or $275) per pupil minimufn grant will receive their fully-funded entitlement.

¢ . .
’

- ‘ Calculation of the Phased-in Minimum Grant * - . *
‘ ) . -
. Phased-in 4 ) o e
Minimum Grant = $250 (or $275), X  Mimimum Grant Percentage . '
Per Pupii e
Minimum Grant - ' State GTB Grant Appropriation
{“ L Percentage .+ Fully=funded GTB Grant Program o Y
\ ‘ . A . v
e Figure 8
. . Sample Calculation »
st - Phased-in. Minimym Grant
I \
State GTB Grant Appropnat(ion = $306m
¢ Fully-funded GTB Grant Program = $429m ' °

$306m
Minimur.r? Grant Percentage = S429m = 71% )
Phased-in Minimum Grant Per Pupil = $250 for $275) X 71% = $178 {195)

a 0 [

t

Minimum Expenditure Requirement (MER) Program
1) Changes in the Minimum Expenditure Requirement. The following revisions in the
Minimum Exzpenditure Requirement (MER) have been legislated: -

.

L3

a. The a‘dditio)nal spending requirement for economically /disadvantaged students
(AFDC) has been increased from .25 to .5 (see page 24); ar . ,

4 L a\
b. Expenditures for equipment have been included in the definition of net curreflt
edfiéation expenditures for comph’anc.’e with the MER (see page 24), - - '
; T * - . . a
s 2) Broadening of Alternative MEE Eligibility. Requirements. The eligibility requirements .
which towns must meet to become eligible for the alternative MER have been broadened
by the legislature. Formerly, only towns which were at or below the 85th town in wealth

’

~
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(AENGLC): and at-or above the 85th town in school tax rate (STXR) were elibigle for the
alternative MER. Ur.der the new legislation, towns which are at.or below the 85th town
in wealth (AENGLC) but below the 85th town in school tax rate (STXR) are also eligible
provided they m?;irntam or increase their STXR (seg page 22). . ~

3).Adjustments to a toun’s grant a?ter July Ist. During the phase-in period of the GTB
program, adjustment to the formula data elements of one town 'has affected not only the
arfjusted town’s grant but also the grant$ of all towns. This occurs because a change in date.
in one town changes (1§ that town’s fully-funded GTB entitlement, (2) the fully-funded
cost of the GTB program and (3) the percentage of the difference used to calculate phase"a-
in grants to towns. In order to limit the impact of changes in one town’s data to that town’s
grant, the GTB legislation was amended as follows:} ,

Vi ~

a. GTB grants to towns wilt be based on thedata avallable to the Staze Department of

»

Edycation ont*July 1st ~the beginning of the grant year; \

) b. Any changes in a town’s GTB formula data elements occurring after July 1st will
impact the adjusted town’s GTB grant only;

e In determining the town’s adjusted GTB grant, the percentage of the difference
calculated prior to July 1st will be used; .

d. If the adjustment increases the town’s grant, the General Assembly may elect to
pay the _increése in aid due to thetown in the current fiscal year or in the subsequent
year; and , . |

* - e. If the adjustment reduces the town’s grant, the town may elect to take the reduction
n the current fiscal year or in the subsequent fiscal year. ’
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i - , : APPENDIX A B -

: p GLOSSARY ,
ADM (Average Daﬂy Membership): ADM is the ofﬁc1a1 measure the state uses to represent
the number of students in a school district. In chober a count is made of the number of
students in a school district; in May another count is taken ADM is the average of the Octo-
ber and May figures. . )
AFDC (Axd to Families Dependent Children) children ages five to 18 years old
from families. receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Chﬂdren (Source: Connecticut
Department of Social Services).

Equalized Net Grand List (ENGL) The r?sult of a procedure used to 'make’property
values comparable. This “equalizing” procedure ofcurs annually. The State Department of .
. Revenue Services* develops an Asséssment Sales Ratio by comparing assessed values to
_ actual sales of real property in each community. The ratio between them, is used to adjustthe
. town’s Net Grand List of real property at fair market value. Each town’s list of personal
property is also equalized at fair market value by dividing each town’s net grand list of

. personal:property by the town s‘ﬁcm.l assessment rate

Net Current Education Expenditures: Current expenses for the daily operation of the
school progfam paid from state, federal and local revenues. These do not‘include transpor-
tation, capital outlay and debt semce expenses.

Net Current Local Educatlon  Expenditures: Total education expendxtures of a town minus
an amount equal to a) all state and federal aid for education, b) all education expenditures
for debt service,.capital outlay, adult. education, health and welfare services for nonpublic
school children, and c) all tuition received on account of all nonresident pupils. Please note
that the N CLE inclydes transportation expenses, both public and non-pubhc

. " Per Capxta Income: This measure of wealth is the most recen; U.S. Census estimate of
‘income per person by town v

:;-,_-}.' Pépulation The most recent U.S. Census Bureau count or est1mate of the populatxon
= of each town., ;

- ~

§ s of June 1, 1980, Office of Policy and Management. . . .
. 'r % . Ser
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APPENDIX B

> . SUMMARY OF PUBLIC MEETING .

‘ t . 3
A public meeting was held on December 9, 1980 at Orchard H111 Junior High School in 1 J
North Haven to elicit public response to the Educational Equxty Study Committee’s pre-
liminary recommendations. Approximately 45 people dttended the meeting, including ten'
committee membery and three project staff members. Chairman Lynn Alan Brooks welcomed
the public, Jgave a short history of the Educational Equity Study Committee and outlined

" . the procedural guidelines fof the evening.

2 4
Sixteen persons spoke before the Commiftee, including teachers, private citjzens, super-
intendents, members of boards of educatibn and finance, and representatives from educa-
N 1
Vd -~

Thefouowing issues were addressed at the meeting:

1) Retain minimum grant of $250. Eleven of the speakers addressed this issue. Of these,
ten were in favor of retaining the minimum grant, on8 was opposed. Several reasons
, Were given by those who spoke strongly in favor of the minimum or “hold harmless”
grant including 1) the responsibility of the state for the education of all its children
without consideration of the wealth of the commumty, 2) the lack of assurance that
local funds would make up the loss in state funds, resulting in a reduction in educat,
tional quality; 3) the precipitous decline in student population together with increas-
ing teacher salaries would put a severe strain on their budgets without some aid from

,tj:g state; and 4) the financial (rathe: than the educational) justifications given for the
elimination of the minimum “grant by the state in spite of the fact fhat the towns
affected prowde nfore than'their fair share of tax money to the state economy.

The one vqxce ot opposition to the mmlmum grant maintained that the wealthier -
towns could make up the loss of state funds with no hardship. .

'2) -Increase state: fundmg for education. Six speakers encouraged the Committee to
recommend a larger state monetary commlttment to education. Several of these
speakers also spoke on issues relating to an increased state role in education funding
mcludmg 1) increasing the percentage share of state funding of education costs,
one speaker,noting that the state had dropped in its contribution to education costs,
froth 24.5 percent in 1975 to 23:8 percent in 1979; 2) fully funding the GTB pro-
gram beginning in 1981-82 instead of continuing the phase-in process; and 3) moving
toward fuill state assumption of educatmn v

Y
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%zcrease the Minimum Expenditure Requirement. Four persons spoke to the Com-

Y

ittee’s Yécommendation that the MER be increased. Three approved and one ob-
jected. Those who favored an increased MER noted that it would ensure that more of
the state money would go to education and ja addition, woyld somewhat compensate
for the erosive effect of inflation. The oppbsing speaker cited the lack of a guarantee
that more state money would accompany an increase in the MER.

‘Change in gugranteed wealth level from ninth iealthiest town to mean town plys two
standard deviations. Two speakers addressed and opposed the change in definition of
guaranteed wealth. One suggested retaining the ninth wealthiest town as the guaran-
teed wealth level; the other recommended i change to mean town plus 2.15 standard
deviations, a closer approximation to the ninth wealthiest town in 1981-82.

Changes in GTB ptogram. Each of the following changes in the GTB program were
suggested by a speaker: 1) incorporate intangible property, i.e., stocks and bonds, in-
to the definition of wealth for the GTB formula; 2) change the definition of wealth
per capita to wealth per pupil, and 3) place a “cap” or limit on the per pupil expen-

dltures in the wealthier towns.

»
)

Mr. Brooks concluded the meeetingoby ihanking those who attended for their comments

and suggestions and noting that the
in its delibetations. -

mmittee would take them under careful consideration
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. APPENDIX C
MINORITY REPORT: L

DISSENTING TO RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
EDUCATIONAL EQUITY STUDY COMMITTEE
ON THE MINIMUM EXPENDITURE REQUIREMENT

This report is being filed to register dissent to recommendations of the Educational Equity
Study Committee concerning the minimum expenditure requirement.
The recommendations to incrfase the minimum expenditure requlrement are not
. . accompanied by the guarantee that there will be no extra burden- placedon property-- S
. , taxpayers. On the contrary, the tendency of the General Assembly, ‘state budget : R
writers; and the Equity Committee over the last two years has been to change the GTB .
formula in ways that reduce the full funding level. This makes increased property tax :
. " burdens more likely.

It appears that FY 1981-82 state budget constraints could again lead to atte\gzéts to
. further reduce the funding level of the GTB grant. It is therefore inappropriate to .
‘ increase the minimum expenditure requirement at this time. : '

William A. Collins  ° '
. ) ’ + Connecticut Conference of Municipalities

.

- 12/23/80
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. - ' " Connecticut Federation of Teachers
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Lo _ " APPENDIX D
. + MINORITY REPORT:
mssmv'aﬁ‘? TO:THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE

EDUCATIONAL EQUITY-STUDY COMMITTEE

TO CHANGE THE GUARANTEE LEVEL OF THE GTB FORMULA

- ]

This report is being ﬁle& td register dissent to recommendations of the Educatjonal Equity.
Study .Committee to a change in the state guarantee level in the GTB formula, i.e., the
equalization level to be attained by the formula. ‘

¢

The recomm,ehdation to.change the GTB formula’s guaranjee level from the ninth
wealthiest town to ‘“‘two standard deviations above the meéan™ goes beyond the stated
intent of the change, which is to give this formula factor stability over time.

Any sxmﬂm: statlstlcal measure (such as three standard deviations) would achieve this
‘ result justas well. =7 . . )

, By choosing two standard deviations, the committee has deliberately recommended
. reducing the formula factor that addresses disparify in wealth between rich and poor
-municipalities, and reducing both the target level of equalization and the amount of

. C state support for local education. s . 3 ’

The change will reduce full ‘funding of the formula by $25 million, and will reduce FY
1981-82 funding by $19.5 million. \ - .
The desired stability in ‘the formula could be achieved without reducing this factor,
. and without reducing the state funding, by using as the guarantee levél ““2.15 standard
» deviations above the mean,” which is the'$ame level presently represented by the
existing statutory prescription of the ninth wealthiest town, ) '

oo * ‘ William A. Collins I
. A - Connecticut Conference of Municipalities
) . . Willidm R. Dyson o
~ State Representative

Thomas P. Mondani :
Connecticut Education Association .

L]

~George Springer




STATE DEPT. CF EDUCATION

. ANALVS!S.T!ILE: CONNEIPCU
. . REPORT™ 1 1 1 LE : . GT8 6RANTS TD TOWNS-THREE YEARS
’ 1979-80 1876-20 1980-81 1580-81 1581-82 1981-82
: DISTRICTL OISTRICT GRANT GRANT GRANT GRANT GRANT GRANT |
. ° - " COOE NAME / ~ TOTAL P/PUPIL . TOTAL P/PUPTL TOTAL P/PUPIL
- o . 3
. J z M =
* 0017 Anpove . 209396. T a1s, M6523. 530. 286962, 620.
. 0025 ANSON] 1252428, 414. 1509085, 530. 1539679. 594. |
038 ASHFORD 225501, 368. 304197, £00. 392164. 656, -
0042 AVON ot - $42393. 250. 479743 213.. 398099, 179.
0053 BARKHAMSTED 200783. T 72914, 234078. 342. 24353%. 3so.
0065 BEACON FALLS 235316, a70. 423951. 484, 462325. 579,
* T 0072 BERLEN ' . * 462098, 283. 5666 . 320. « 1031909, 369.
. 0085 BETHANY 326800. 312, 355790. 351, 379752. .30,
; 0091 BETHEL . 1119320. 307.. | 1390428. 386. | ™asss19. 419,
. 0103 BETHLEHEM 156389, 220. 158986. 325, 167848. 338,
oft2 ° |- BLOOMFIELD 1032333, 290. .1150840. 329. 1202897. 359.
5 0127 BOLTON h 313911, 402, 372775. 480. 388513, . 515,
y 0136 BCZRAH 233448. 358, 304420, €47. _ 346469, 753.
0145 8RANFORD , 1176352. 281. 1192189, ~296. ' 1321826. 342.
0151 8RIDEPORT 11207937.- . 4%0. | 15234780. 694. 17711582, ; 831.
0163 8RIOGEWATER , 107125, ' 325, 82585. . 257. |, 60313. * 196,
10172 BRISIOL .- 4309776. 406. | 532386, 519, 6035225. 615.
0181 L BROOKFIELD $ 83149, 262. 842140, 301. 94241 . z24.
0198 BROODKLYN , 554708, 459. . 784928, 642, 971520. ‘762,
‘9202 BURLTHGTON .2 540509, 407, 785412, . 594, 919601, 687.
0213 CANAAN o 65224, 323. 88405., . 435. edggl. : 409.
. 0228 CANTERBURY . . .- " 311964, 400. 416059, 524. £518352. o " 662.
w 0232 .| CANTCN . . 573008, 337. 670736. - a10. 740781. 483.
» o 0248 CHAPLIN 7226166, 564.. 314193, . 825, 334514, 933. .
0255 CHESHIRE . 1566344, » 321, 1970289, f. 403. | 2196834, 460,
0284 * CHESTER 229100. . 378, - 281182, - 494, 301523, > 560,
- 0274 CLINTUN _ 922022, 340. 1124691, » 423. 1270706. 483,
0286 COLCHE STER - . £62405. 477, 1301574.. * 758, 1489359. g21,
© 0293 COLEBROOK . 68267. 331.. 77351, ., 378. [ 733ose. 387,
. 0307 COLUMBIA ,o! 269,94, 342. 324622. + AXgy-'l 359092+ 492,
1 0313 CORNWALL : 249, 37430. 207" 30094. 179. .,
,  .0327 COVENTRY o 468. 1282524. /7 _ 654. 1443334. 758.
0334 * CROMwELL ) ) 656624 388. 667539. - 428,
. 0341 - DANBURY : 3841176. 370. 4118669, 424,
. 0351 DARILN »184671. 849100. 187. 7687150, i 179.
0364 ' DEEP RIVER > 268026. 316530. 312, 379369. ° © 508,
.- 0375 DERBY, o . 757697. 855292, 408. 92€57S. 467.
p. 0384 DURHAH - 610098, 811239. ., 624, 930104, 752, ¢
- , 0398 “EASTFORD . r . 109515, 158201. 732. 18€491. £99.
L 0402 EAST " GRANSY ‘354621, 436822, 474, ,429050. 510.
. 6414 EAST raooAM . 332502\ . 395527. 456. 445217. 397.
=~ 0424 - EAST HAMPTON, - . . 778963, . 1019589, 543, 1193193, 663. °
. + 9432 EAST HARTFORD 3493i64. 4133207. 449, 4720782, 545,
0445 - EAST HAVEN ! 4 2312529. 3169716. €67. 3619117, - 800.
dase EAST LYME . 1182323, 1409e83., . 410, 1554405, 472.
0461 EASTON 342192, ‘ 249978. 187. 228876. 179.
= 0472 EAST WINOSOR 635193, 836605. a72. 900213. 537,
d 6ag7 *’ ELLINGTON 952427. , 1361150, > 638. |, 1628443, 772, -
A %591 ENFIELD . 4572345, £428683. 643, 7035686. 7170.
Q U504 ESSEX = 243173, 204411, 240. 182487. 218,
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CONNECTICUT STATE DEPT. .OF EDUCATION

- ALYSIS T {TLE .
) REPORT T'1I TLE GT8 GRANTS TQ TOWNS-THREE YEARS :
’ 1979-80 1979-80 1980-81 1980-81 1981-82 1981-82
NISTRICT DISTRICT .. GRANT GRANT GRANT GRANT GRANT ~ GRANT _
CODE .  NAME TOTAL p/PUPIL TOTAL P/PUPIL TOTAL ‘P/PuPrL/\ -
0511 FAIRFIELD 2742756. 267. 2304198, 237. |-1645978. 179.
0522 FARMINGTON 775580, 253, 696469, 239, 496172. 179.
0536 FRANKL IN 107582, 292.. #04029. 310, 58043, 182, .
0542 GLASTONBURY 1634687, 292, 1854473, 333. 1945962. 361.
0553 GOSHEN 97718, 290, ° 21567. 271. 88556. 267.
0562 . GRANBY 610081. 334. 722286. 390. 823644. *469.
0571 GREENWIC 25404686 250. 1781046, 187. 1603560/ 179,
,0586 GRISWOLD © 654109, 404, 848207, 559, 1024852, 689.
0596 GROTON 3159410, -405. 4020009. 537. 4571743, 638.
0605 GUILFORD 1197535, 283. 14021922, 332. 1543008, 374.
0614 HADDAM 434829, 277. 459158, ° 295. 496625. 327.
0625 HAMDEN 2824633. 348, 3335353. . 434, 36991 34. 5507,
0638 HAMPTON 125486, 410, ' 194183, © 653. 207961, ©710..
0642 HARTFORD, 15123424, 550. 25818822 950. 34184016. 1290,
0652 HARTLAND 118387, 343. . 161935. a72. 189218, L5977,
0663 HARWINTON 450939, 371, 540051 . 443, 594330. 495, -
0677 HE BRON 523071, - 380. 778983, 579. .| 919922, 701,
0683 KENT 131240, 287. '}’ 118911, L261, 105478, 241, -
0698 KILLINGLY 1193102, - 285, 1565606. 521, 1774250. 609.
0704 ° KILLINGWORTH 273104. 316. 341247, 384.F 406418, 462.
0716 . LEBANON 507647, 399. 781119, 627. 907279. 767.
0726 LEDYARD . 1601006. a19.; 2063818. 568. 2449693 693.
. 0736 LISEON 304072. 428. 417268. 615, 522855, 758.
©- 0743 LITCHFIELD 54,818, 327: 547575, 369, 653166. 419,
0756 LYME 78712, 292. 66683. 257, 46168. 196.
0765 MADISON . - == 856647, 255, 931833, 270. 9568579.. 289.
. 0772 MANCHE STER 3413288, 371, 4095462, 463, 4516159. $33.
0787 MANSFIELD 1001254, aga. - 1341675, 669, 1562663, .+ B8,
0792 MARLBOROUGH 369042, 327. 542575. 478, 624388, 527.
) MERIDEN 4106600, a17. 5536412, 583, 6172630. 680.
15 MIDOLEBURY 309891 ~275, 250988, 227. 209230. 196.
0824* MIDOLEFIELD 32¢675. 403. 372583. 494 410847, 590,
” 0834 MIDDOLE TOWN 1955193, 329. 2047675, 362. 2555054. 466. *
0845 MILFORD 3288164. 319, 3679413, 379. 3706897. 403,
0851 MONROE 1203317. 312, 1431230, 385, 1566381, 436.
0866 MONTVILLE 1542584, 381, |~2107758. 549, 2422835, 680.
0873 MORR1S® 154141, 389, 181719. 379. "198191. 547.
0885 . NAUGATUCK 2036021, 372, 2725428, 510, 3304567, 635.
0892 NEW BRITAIN 4629631, 469, 5859449, 627. 6668843, 766.
0901 NEW CANAAN 1040500, 250, ° 738188. 188, . 684842, 178.
0911 NEW FAIRFIELD 729412, 267. 867772. 317, 995409, . 364,
" 0923 NEW HARTFORD 4ca180. 387. 592696. 519, 660617, L87.
44 0935 NEW HAVEN ~| 9542744, 476. { 13926584, - 708. |16677878. |, 878,
0042 * NEWINGTON “084544, 339. 23€4661, a7, ‘2565184.. 471, .
0956 NEW LONDON 2036464, 489. 2546854, 664. 2784132, 749. <
0963 . NEW M{LFORD 1199485, 277.. 1221435, 308, 1556359, . 365.°
0971 NEWTOWN ) 1302129, 297. |- 1%83888. 365. 1744030, L. 411,
0983 NORFOLK 161163. 353. 177678, . 414, 197354, 485,
0995 NORTH "8RANFQRO 1105715, 380. 1437897, 518, 1599199, 610.
E Tk:ooa NORTH CANAAN . 2065€3. 340, 237218. a1s. ’ 263668. 496,
- - Pt
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ANALYSIS T1 TLE: CONMECTICUT STATE DEPT: OF EOUCATION
' ~ REPORT  T1TLE: GTB GRANTS TO TOWNS-THREE YEARS
P 9 * A
. ‘ 1979-80 1979-80 1980-81 1980-81 1981-8 1981-82
DISTRICT: GRANT GRANT GRANT GRANT GRANT GRANT
NAME TGTAL ,  P/PUPLL TOTAL P/PUPIL TOTAL R/PUPIL
NORTH HAVEN - 1365207, 284. 1428045, 317, 1455539, 340.
NORTH STONINGTON . ~. 458388, 430, 628659, 633. 713340, - 730.
NORWALK . 4314104, 302. 4316250. 516. |- 4303322, 331,
. NORWICH . 3617695, 508. | .4421355, 662. -] 5118749. 817.
OLD LYME 351273. 275. " 312285. 250. 255239. 202.
OLD SAYBROOK 399420, . 251, 486167. 255. 500570, 278.
ORANGE 76475C. 250. 717932.° 245. 576869. 211,
OXFORDY¢ - 439301, 300. 548506, 384. 597685. 421,
PLAINFIELD 1 1284702, 454. 1730214, 645. 2135983. 833.
PLAINVILLE . R 1315604 . 366. 1741160, 525, 1913725. 599,
PLYMOUTH . 994924, 708, 1461886. 602, 1719214, 727.
R POMFRET 198816, 360. 233669, 417, 264895. 479.
PORTLAND 659026, " 378. 799971, 481, 938026. 592,
,PRESTON o= 386317. 425, 450323, 532. 482219, 619.
_PROSPECF 562043. 382. 687470, 498. 776254. 582,
K 589427, 3st. 692126. as6. 777117, 519,
451393, 250. 354799. 194. }. 314068. 179.
1422500, 250. 1220315, 231. © 945786, 190,
654503, 2013. 741485, 341.- '827284. 390,
74207. 290. 62158. 220. 57268. -196.
| 166614, 324. 2145 420. 2448 09. 494,
149465. 266. “111587 203. 91992. 179~
122351, 541, 164510, 736. 181660. 822.
87733, 359. 1021€28. 442, 1110516, . 499, °
125140, 281, 101418, 249, 69173. 181.
s 2000465, 202. 2333070. 363. 2606210, . 419,
114000, 259, 82125. 188. 80816. 179,
*1541424. 7B1. 1672785. 312, 1757813. 343.
586919, 353. 799965, 491, 958849. 593,
512584 275. ' 513389, 259. 547193, 272.
N 2857392, 343. 7| 3755702. 464. 4036008. 519,
1489263. 327. 1925146. 442, -} 2183082. 526.
.219425, 421. 316426, 593. 389656. 770.
827133, 430. 1185364, 629.7 | 1444750. , 187.
4714181, 270. 4041508, 244. 3089266. 198,
STERLING 20%719. 446. ", 232821, 566. 292560. 722.
STONINGTON « ’ 495042. 32t . 1111436. 381, 1262113, . 447.
. STRATFORO z413924. 287. 2508473. . 310. 2506458, 325.
tt SUFFIELD 640983, 322, + 785382, 397. 863463. 449,
THOMAS TON NI 506997. 391. 684944, 536, 812676. 648.
THCMPSON R 712880. 471, 1018934. 687. 1209720. 826.
TOLLAND . ' 11268404, 397. 1614500, 590 . 1891072, 710.
JORRINGTON 2019757. ~396. 2609337. . 541. '2946576. 644.
TRUMBULL - v | 2054,99. 270, 2002978. 279. 1926345, 287.
UNION _ 34420, 33t. 35997, 351, 41674. 436.
VERDN ) . 2773078, 431, 3503052. 591, 4009756. e N7
VOLUNTOWN 146816, 44y, 190782. 579, 200697. 633.
WALLINGFOROD ) 2862229, - 365. 3535329, 470. 3768584. 522,
WARREN i 59218, 292. 47005. 245. 40766. . 196.
WASHINGTON : 181949, 304., 151961 241, 120234. 196.
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LCONNECT ICUT STATE DEPT.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘ ANALYSIS T1iTLE: OF EDUCATION \
RMEPORT T1TH E: 'GT8 GRANTS TO TOWNS-THREE YEARS .
. » . “1979-80 1979-80 1980-81 ' 1980-81 1981-82 1981-82 |
DISTRICT d1sTrICT ‘ GRANT GRANT |, GRANT ¢ GRANT GRANT GRANT
CODE NAME TOTAL P/PUPIL TOTAL =~  P/PUPIL TOTAL P/PUPIL )
3. 1515 ¢ WATERBURY 8226415, 521, | t1967174. 793. ] 14156710, 976.
1526 WATERFORO ) 9549000, . 250. 735123, . 203.' |~ 606390. 179. .
. 1533 WATERTOWN, 1691676. . 402, 2243450, §57. 2508909. 641,
1544 WESTB8RO0K - 249320. 252. 249305. 261, 249639. 27Q.
1552 WEST HARTFORD 2868515, 299, 2650584, . 292, 2472298, ° 286.
1565 WEST HAVEN 3441663. . 420. 4508733. 582. 5044643. 677. ,
1571 WESTON /- §70500. 250. 40987S. 188. [° 366130. 179.
* 1581 WESTPORT 1542250. 250. 1095281, N 187. +973300¢ 179,
‘ 1592 WETHERSFIELD 1511421, 314. 1597969. 352. 1616971. 382.
1607 WILLINGTON 3 343181. “ 316, 490664. 588. 563444 697.
1611 - WILTON 103€393, 250. 736167. 187. } 674483. 179.
1623 WINCHESTER - | 777309. 368. 987948, 487, 1111718, &81,
ﬁ 1638 WINDHAM . = 171681233. 476. -| 2346956. 686. 2830350. 822.
1642 WINDSOR 150091§. 303. 1738954, 366. 1912044, © 417, i
1652 WINDSOR LOCKS 958448, 317. 1038422, 378. 1154818. AS4. .
. 1665 woLcorT 16%3372. 443, 2239244, 657. 2557541. 787. ‘ \\
1675 w0008R IDGE 403714, 250. 3132087 199. 266471. 179.
1683 WOODBURY - 390613. 300. 354484, 294. 336908. 291. .
1698 WOoO0DS TOCK 408538. 380. 535295, 499. 591481, 576. v/
. Totals $220.4m $272.8m $306.0m
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